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FEreoutive Summary

One of the goals of the Chuality Corowth resource team organized by the Department of
Community Affairs (DCA} for Grant Park is {o investigate the retention of the mix-
income character of the neighbothood by preserving or developing affordable housing.
Thit repot address this issue by (1) providing a description of the current demoyraphie
character of the Grant Park acighborhood, and (2} cutlining policy recommendations for
the retention of the peighborhood character.

Housing Newvds Measures

‘there are three predominale measwres used W analyze the housmg needs of a specific
area — overcrowding, lack of facilitics, and cost burden. Persons per inhabitable roum
measire overctowding, with the standard being 1.01 persons per room. Increused levels
of persons per room indicates either an overall shortage of housing in an area, or more
plausible, a shortage of affordable housing. lLack of adequate plumbing facilities i a way
s measvrz the quality of the housing stock in a particular area. Lastly, cost burd=n iz
meezured by the percentage of inceine expended W housing. This measure evalualcy ithe
affordability of housing by temure, vsing TIUD s definttion of afferdebility as 30% of
housing income 1o be cxpensed on housing.

Highlights of Demographic Analysis

{hvercrowding

Crant Park has an imbelance in overcrowding when analyzed by tenure, While only 1'%
of cwnet ocoupied units are overvrowdsd in Grant Park, renter-occupicd rooms have 7%
overctowding. The disparily indicates the lack of atfordability of rental unily. When
compared to e city of Atlanta and the state, overcrowding in ownwr-occupied unils is Tar
less of & concern. Seven parcent of (he housing wnits in the city arc overorowdad und 5%
expenicnce the samz condiions in the state.

Lack of Facilities {Plignbing)

The 5 Census tabulatcs 35 housing units a8 lacking plumbing facilities in Grant Park,
which is 1% of (nral housing units, this percentage is consistent with (e city and state.
Maay of these housing uais are most probably the result of an existing honsing unit
being furtlier divided, so that not all the created units kave individual access to plembing
Tacilities.

Cost Burden

Drafinilive signs of genuification emerge from the amalysis of gross rent, gross renf as i
percentuge of household income and valug of cwner-oocupicd raits.  Adjusled gross
median rent hus increased by 13% from 1480 to 2000, The effects on affordability are
appateni in the cost burden to tesidents, 46% (503) renters meet or excead the
affordability threshold set by HUD. More telling is the perocntage of household mcome
apent on housing, 56.7% of renters m units with houschold incomes of less than 510,000
have housing capenses exceeding 30%, 72.6% ol renrers in units with howsehold incomes
less than $20,000 surpass this same benchmark.
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An analysis of owner-occupied housing hroadens the investigation of affordability in
Grant Park, Over one-hall of all housing uni's in Grant Park are awner-ocoupicd. Less
than 20% of the owner-occupicd units are valved below $124999, The mejority of (he
housing units (537} in Grant Parlk range in value from $175,000 (o $299.099

Highlights of Policy Recommendalions

Cientrification, as dcfined by the Gentrnfication Task Forve, 15 “un inorgase in property
vilues resuling from  development that ofien increases economic fenatons  and
displacement of low income homeowners and renters of all age groups within the
neighhorhood as 4 well as resulls in a change in the characler of the neighborhood.” The
demographic analysis provides indisputable evidence that Grant Park is undergoing
genirification. As a result, there is an urgent and rapidly inereasing need for wffcrdabie
howsing. L this need is not met, the displacement of low and moderate incomes [umiies
is immanent., In order to preserve the muxed income character of the neighbor:ond,
some inlervention s necessary fo protect the inierests of low-income househelds and
securs somc housing for the low-income population. Although gentrification [or new
propeity CWners in the community is econonncally rewarding, the damagas that can he
incurred by viginal tesidents are great. These include dispiacement, loss of affardable
housing, and the destruction of sociological communities.

Displacement of low-income and elderly residents who arc unable to pey rising property
faxes is a problem associatad with gentdfication. The presence of these imdividuals
within the commumily is importanc in prescaving the pre-existing socizl comemunity.
Through tax assistance and tax exemption programs low-mcome and eldarly houscholds
are able ta rermain i their communily whils surrcunding property values increuse.

Increasing the amount of uffordable housing in the community will require the
praservation of current affordablc umts a3 well as providing funding to muke home-
ownership feasible for low income residents. The redevelopment of eaisiing units ta
affordable rental units is alse possible through programs offered by communiry
development organizatiors that arc dedicated to creating housing epportunities for people
of #ll cconomic backerounds,

Ultilization of all available resources o preserve amd create affordable housing will
require the involvement of commumity developmenl corporations, non-profits,
euvernmnent programs, and the support and invelvement of the Granl Park Neighborhood
Associaion. Creating and proserving afforcable bousing, curtailing displagement. and
fostering a rencwed scnse of community in Grant Park will facilitate the preservation of
tha mixed use enaracter of the neighbarhood and the diverze sociological enmmunity that
resides wathin,

- Atlanta City Couneil, “Bepul for the Gentrificatiim Tusk Tores™ 2001
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Demographics and Housing Profile

Intro-duction

Grant Park is a uvnique Adanta neighbohood with the headguatters of the Atlanta
Preservition Center locared in its houndancs, Located south of downtown, s
community ¢njoys a rich history and an active neighborheod associalion desiring w
preserve its unique character. Beginuing in the 197Us housing pressures bogan Lo
challenge Lhe neighborhood and mromote mixcd-ingome development. The direction of
growth is still an issue for Grant Patk as the demographicz and housing slock ol the
neighborhood continues 1o shift. This seclivn of the veport will provide an analysis on
these demoyraphic changas, including highlights on popalation, hausing. and income.

Trends in Population

Over tlie last 20 years, Grant Park’s population has varied. however, since 1980 the
neighborhood has declined by 4%, as shown in Table 1.1, These are the early effects of
gentrificalion, as higher-income residents move imlo the neighbothood and low-income
residants move out, overcrowding issues are diminished, thus popuoiation decreases.

Table 1.%: Grant Park Poputation Disiributlion,
2

1980 1980 2000

White 4,681 3,085 1,377
% nof Tols! EA7%  HBEFUE 533%
Elack 2636 2,550 2,456
% af Tota! J0.8% 4305 J8.447
Aslan T 2B 0 L
% of Tota! 0.4 % 0.0% 15%
Qihar - — 471
% of Tota! - -— - )
Tolai 5,604 5,815 G, 340
Seurca: DAFA

The racial and ethnic composition of Grant Parx is generally diversa, with a slight
majcrity being white. The white population has decrensed sligh(ly. as well as the Alrican-
American population (Tuble 1.1). The most significant increasc has heen within the
Hispum: population, which has increased by 23% in the Jast 20 yeurs (Table 1.2}

* Popalation data Trom 1380 10 2000 whilizes differsnt racial and cthnie categeries tor poaulation
broakdown,
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Tabla 1.2: Granl Park Hispank: or Latino
Populatlon Dvistribution,
2000

1980 1990 2000

Hispanic 259 199 357
% of Tofal 3% J% A%
% Change -=- -30% 4%

Bavres: DAPA

In regards to trends in age distribution, the populsion of Grant Park has significantly
increased within the 18 lu &4 yeur bracket, while children and the elderly have decreasod
(Tabie 1.3). The presence of children has decreased by 64% and they currently account
for enly 15 % of the population. Likewise, the slderly population has decreased by 128%
in the last 20 years. These treods have acczlerated in the last decade, 48% and 63%

decrcases, respactively {Table 1.3).

Table 1.3; Age Distribution By Cohorts
1980 1990 2000
Children funder 18) 252% 228% 154%

Ages 18-64 HEA¥% 6E53%  FiE%
Eldexdy (over 65) 196%  1114% 6.8%
Source: DAFA

The varied demographic patierns of Grant Park can be explained by two waves of
development within Grant Park. In the 1980y Grunl Park experienced the ramifications
of gentrification, the reduclion of households 1s reflected in the comsolidanon of units.
Furthermaore, the residents moving o Grant Park had smaller household sizes, thus the
decrease In the presence of children. The mneries breught about an ncrease in
houszeholds @nd of pupulation in response to intlll hovsing constructiom, particularly
concentratzd in the area above 1-20

Tab.e 1.4 shuws the compesition of the population by sex. For 20 years, the percentage
of males has mcreascd, altcring the majority sex of the neighborhood (rom female to
male. Compared to the city of Atamta and the state, males are disproporionally
represented in Crant Park (Table 1.5).

Table 1.4: Sex
1080 1990 2000
Famals 3412 2502 2957
% aftotal  53.8% 45.8% 45.6%
Wale 3,192 2,843 3,383
% of toial  50.3% 45.9% E3.4%
Sou‘ss: DAPL
5
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Table 1.5: Comparlsons of Parcentages

For Sex, 2000
Grant Park  Atlanta Georgin
Male 53.4% SO0 S1.0%
Female 48.5% 20.0%  480% .

Soure DAFA

Trends in Households

The trend in total houscholds is comsistent with the changes in population. From 1980 (o
19494 there was a 5% decrease in 1014l households, the following decade witnessed « 19%
incrense,

Table 1.6: Total Housaheclds
1980 - 2000
1980  1%80 2000
Tulal Households 2314 2207 2,733
Bource: DAPA

According to the LS Census, “A houschold consists of all the people who occupy a
housing unit” Therefore, a househeld could be persons living alome, induding elderly
(monfaraily) or single-parenls ur marmicl-vouplas (f&uﬂly}.‘ Family houscholds acommi
for 5249 of all bouseholds. Table 1.7 illusirates the composition of these (amily
houschalds in Granl Pazle.

Table 1.7: Family Househalds as
Parcentags of Total Housshelds

1980 - 2000
1980 1990 2000
Farmily Households 1,463 1,204 1,425
Fercent Famiy Househokfs &3% A%  A2%
Iarried Couple Households a9 553 BAV
Parcomt Marrad Collpie 6% 24%  B82%
Single-Parent Housshelds 175 246 536
FPercant Single Fareni 2% 20% S56%

Sanrce: LA Census

The propartion of family heuseholds decreased from 1980 @ 2000, from 63% to 52%
(1463 to 1,425). Mamiedcouple houvscholds have remained fairly constant over two
decades, decreasing by only 8% (269 to 887, respectively). Single-parcnt honsehelds
have increased significantly, moving from only 12% of the total househelds Lo 38%
{Taht= 1.7).

Other family hovseholds, which include single-parent households, are ilstrated in Table
1.8. The second column, describes 1he total of other family househalds, 824% w [eruale

TUS Coms s Curveni Population Survey (CPS) - Defiqitions and Explanations. www.consus.goy
* Single-parcat houscholds inclining househnlders, mate and female, with own children undes 18 vears eld
ac well s o o childeen onder £3 wears oid,
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houscholders. T.ess than onc-hall of these female householders with na husband present
are raising (heir own children (16%). This is consistent with demographic churucierzslics
ol thoge that gentrily.

Table 1.8: Other Family Households, 2000 _
% of % of Househald

Total Tolal Type
Cther famity including Single-Parent Housaholds 538 - -

Male housahelder, no wifa present; 98 168% 108)%
with cwn children under 18 years 37 39%

na chikdren under 1€ years &8 6%
Femalz hausehaloer, no husband prossnt: 442 B2% 100%
with own children unclar 15 yvears 26 - oL L

no chikdken under 18 years 205 - 4%

Souge: LIS Cansus
Trends in Income, Poverty Levels, and Employment

Over une-quarter of the houscholds in Grant Park reported income less than 524,999 in
1994, Compared to the city of Atlanta and the state of Georgia, Grart Park has lewer
households with incomes less than $24,999 than the city {(10% loss} and household
incuimes consistent wilh Lhe state percentage. Hurthermore, the median income for Grant
Park is lower than either the Atlanta metro or the MSA (Table 1.9, More revealing is the
distriution of inceme by race. The demographics of the neighborhoud hecome clearer in
this breakdown of houschold income. Table 110 shaws that African-Amernicans arc
disproportionately represented within the lowest income bracket; over one-half ol lhese
honscholds earned less than $24.99% in 1999, Conversely, all other races within Grant
Park have median household incomes below those in the Atlanta metropelitan region
{Table 1%). This indicates the vulnerability of the African American population to the
furtaer gentrification of Grant Park and the eroding of affordable huusing within the
neighborhood.

Tabe 1.3: Comparison of Hougehold Income, 2000
GrantPark  Mstro®  MSA

Madian Household Income $45.462 552,000 351,048
Source; DAPA, Atlarta Reqna —ommizzion, US Census

* The Atanta Regional Commigston defines the Atlnta oetonpolitan regien to mojude: Cherokee.
Clayton. Cobb, Coweta, TieEail, Dongzlas, Fayene, Fullon, Chwimetl, .‘1|'.1:lH=:nr;.r.

-3
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Tahle 1.10: Dlistribution of Hougehold Income In 1995
While  Black Hispanic Qther__ Total

Less ihan $24,589 18% 45% D2%% 38% 2894
$25,000 to §48, 588 28% 27% 21% 4% 27
50,000 ta $74.599 159% 4% 179% 17% 17%
$75,000 1o 599,590 15% 2%k 1554 0% 11 %
$100,000 1o 149,983 16% S 1054 119 13%
F160,000 or more 4% 294 5% 0% J%,

Total 100% 1005 1007 100% 100%
Madian Household Incoms 555004 §28,548 $46,591 51230 $45462
Suurce; DAFPA

To gain a greater undetstanding of the housetield income disteibution in Gram Park, it is
gasential to analyze the existing poverty status. According o the US Census Burean:

‘Tollawing the Othes ol Management and Budget's (OMEB’s} Directive
14, the Ciensus Bureau uses a set of money income thresholds that vay by
family sixze and composition to detect wha s poor. TF the total imcome for
a family or vorelated individual falls below the relevant poverty threshold,
then the family or unrzkated individual is classified us being *below the
poverly lewel, %

Table 1.11 detsils poverty status for families. As the lable shows, only 17% of
households in Grant Park report incomes below the poverty level. Thirty-six percent of
hoaseholds below the poverry level are ir: family houscholds, with the majority relatively
equally distributed among householders with no spouse presenl.

~ Tabtle 1.11: Poverly Status, 2000

%% of Total

and Type of % of Family
Poverlty Housshold Househald

Incomre in 1998 balow peverty level: 1,243 179%
Family households 451 38% 100%
Married-coupla farmily oo 495
Otrer family 230
mMate householder, no wife presant 104 2385
Famr ale housetokder, no husband present 126 2ENE
Inzorne in 1999 al or above poverty level, 5983 83%
Family househoaas 3,438 41% 1007
Married-cowple lamily 2,431 A%
Ohar larmily 1,007 -—-- -
Mala hausehalder, no wife prosens 152 "
Fomale householder, no huskband presanl 244 nas 0%

Sourea; LIS Cens g

* Poverly Jevel Cassification can be found st wewwe.census. gov, sce Appendix for complete charl.
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A more Jeseriptive picture of poverty status Is scem when poverty status 15 disaggregated
by race. Of thosc who are below the poverty level more than one-hall’ are Afican-
Amerncan (545, White foliows with 26%, Hispanic with 17% and Cther constitutes 3%,
Furthermore, when the wtal nomwber of persons in poverty by rzee is compared o the total
popilardon an interesting [act cmerges, 30% of the Hispanic pepulation is below the
poverty Jevel. Black and Other each have just ender one-quarter of their Lotal pupulation
below the puoverty level, 23% and 24%, respeetively (Table 112} One-tweltih of the
white papuiation is poor.

Tabla 1.12: Poverty Status by Ethnicity, 2000
Tolal % of St of
Poverty Populaticn Population  Poverly

Ethniciky
Whita 261 2,877 8% 28%
Black 550 2,436 235 54%
Hizparic 170 a7 BOMG 179
Ciher 33 134 245, 3%
Total Persons 1,013 6,340 165% 1003
Sourec: DAPS,

While the Hispanic populaticn’s median household incame was relalively companbl:
with While and Other households (Table 1,97, Hispanics are disproportionafcly
represenited in poverty status. ‘I'he 118 Ulensus uses households as the unit of measore in
tabulating houschold income, whereus the number of persons in households are used o
measure poverty skius,  This measurement difference provides ar indicetion of
vvercrowding within Hispanic households, (Overcrowding wiil be discussed later in 1his
secton.}

Alarming is the limited use of public assistancc among those who we eligible in Grant
Park. [able 1.13 states thut while 30% of households in Grant Patk are ¢ligible for public
assistance, only 3% (28) receive some sort ol suppuil.

Table 1.13: Public Asslstance Incoma
_For Households. 1939

Tatal Bi8
With public asslstance 28
Without pualic aseisiance 59

Source; U5 Census

Trends in Housing, Rents and Murlpapes

Housing units have flucluaed in the last 20 years, coresponding with the wavenng
population. Towever, the physical characrer of the neighborhood has changed very Linths
over that time peried. The Grunt Park neighbodwood is still dominated by single-family
detached units (65%). Tor other types of housing umits, as the number of units ifcrease
1heir presence in the ncighborhood deercases, as illustrated in Table 1.14.
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Table 1.14: Units in Structure, 2000

Total %

Housing Units 2,755

1, dotached 1,794 5%
*, attachec ar I%
2 108 7%
dord o0h 8%
Slnd 133 5%
10to 14 2N | 3%
20 to 49 59 2%
50 ar mora 1654 B9
Mobile homa 3 1%
Boat, RY. Wan, et ] 0%

Source; DAFA

Tenure in Grant Park is approximately evenly split among owoers and enlers (54% (o
46%). Disaggregating tcnure by race provides a clearer understanding of ownership
within Grant Park. The whiiz population holds 75% of owned units; African-Americans
hold 22% percent. Renter-occupied units are predominately held by the while
population, which 13 mdicative of thetr dominant prescnee. Most telling is the ratio of
ownership beld by each race. Ownership is dominant for White [2:13 and those of two
are mote races (3:1), whereas rental wiwre is dominant lur Alncan-American ownership
{(4:3), Astan (1:3), and Some ather mee alone (1:2), as derived trom in Table 115,

Tahlg 1.1%; Tanure Distribution

Taotal i
Owner aceupled 1,488 -
White 1,119 75%
Black or African Amarizan 330 22%
Amatican Indian and Alaska Maotive 0 0%
Asian 0 0%
Mative Hawaiian and Otker Paciic islander o 0%
Some ather race alone 12 1%
Twe or more races 38 2
Renter occupled 1,267 —
Whita oFd  4b%
Black ¢r Afrizan Amerlean 450 36%
American Indian znol Alaska Native 4 0%
Asian 5 D%
Mative Hawaiian and Other Pagifiz slandesy Ja %
Some ather raze alone 25 2%
TR Or MOre races 12 1%

Sowrce: DAFPA

Despite the cverall high quality of the neighborhood, there are some umils lackimg
plumbing facilitics. As displaved in Table 1.16, thiy-five (33} housing units Zack
phumbing Facilities.

10



Prezerving the Mixed Income Character of Grant Farl: RN W

Teble 116 Plumbing Facilities

Gran Park _Atlanta Gacrgia
Total Housing Urits 2755
Lacking Plumbing Facilities 3a 1% 1% 195

Souree: LS Census

Tabic 1.17 examines terure by plombing facilities and occupants per room.  All owner-
occupied unils have complete plurnbing lacilites, 1% of rente-gccapied onits Tack
complete plumbing tacilities. 1t is essential 1o nole the difference in the reporied housing
unit: lacking plumbing facilities between Table 1.16 and Table 1.17. The number of
housing units lacking plumbing Facilities is 33, but sofficient data regarding tenure znd
overctowding was not available to caicgorize the 22 umirs nod reported in “lable 1.17.

Tahte 1.17: Tanura by Plumhing Facilitles by Occuparis per Room
% of Plumbing

Total Faciliiims % of Tenure
Gwner cccupled: 1,488 aan 100%
Complete plumbing 1acilities: 1,468 100 -
1.00 or less ooccupants per raom 1,468 - 89%
1.01 12 1.50 ogoupants per room g 0%
1.51 or miore arcupah s per fo0m 14 == 1%
Lacking complete plumbing faciities: 0 03
1.00 or less accupants per room 0 0%
1.01 10 1.50 accupants per 1oom 0 0%
1.31 or mare gecupants per room a 0%,
Renter occupled: 1,267 100%
Complete plumbing facilitios: 1.254 99% -
1.00 or less oocupants psr moom 1,158 1%
.01 t3 1.50 oeouzarts pa Foom 40 3%
.51 of mare GCcoupants per reom a6 4%
Lecking compista plumbing facililies: 13 195 e
*.00 or less cochipants Per 1o 13 1%
1.01 to 1.50 accuparts par ronm a -—- 0%
1.57 or more ceSupants par rsm Q ) L%

Source: US Canzus

Muiasiring crercrowding is done in temmns of occcupants per roam when ihere 1s mone than
1.01 persons per habitable recm. One percent of owneroccupied unifs are considerad
nvercrowded, however, 7% of rentez-occupied unics are overcrowded.

Table 1.1 locks at eccnpants per room for oceupied housing units in Grant Park, the city
of Arlanta, and Georgia. Compared to the city and the slale, Grant Park hus Jess

11
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Table 1.18; Cecupants par Room {Oce. Rooms)
Grant Park __ Atlanta _ Georgla

overcrowding. Only 1'% of
oceupied housing umits in Grant

Owrner occupled:

Park am: overcrowded, while 7% 1.00 ar less 98% — a5v
are overcrowded o Atlanta and 1 01140 1.50 0% 3% 3%
5% in Georgia. 1.51 of muore s 3% 8%

Sonrce: US Gansus

‘Housing units are classified as occupied or vacant, Occupied units ars classified as either

owner-occupied or renter-occupied.  Table 1.1% exomines these atiributes.  Ninety

percent Tablz 1.19: Total Housing Units and Qccupancy Stalus
(2.840) of all "yotal units Occupicd % Vacant %
housing  units 2 755 2480 a0 275 10%
were occupied g o paps

in 2000, Only

105 of housing units were reported as vacant.

The distnibution of gross rent for renter-occupied housing units is an affective first step in
evalaating the affordable housing nesd within Grant Park., The relutionship between
imuvomes and rent is better illustrated by examming pross rents and gross ront 4s a
percontage of income.

Table 1.20: Gross Henl for Ronter-
ocrupied Housing Linlts

Totel 1,089 “a
With Ces= RHent 1073 BE%
Lesy than $100 37 3%
100t 145 4 O%
150 to 195 14 %
2005 249 24 2%
250 o 229G g )
Q0 1 349 B4 8%
56010 599 45 4%
400 ta 445 B B%
450 to 499 3 %
500 to 549 e T
550 {0 S9% RS B
GO0 to 545 40 4%
650 to 692 45 4%
FO0 1o 749 46 4%
Folto FOg TR
E00 1o 899 122 1'%
Q) to 993 9 T
100 10 1,249 171 16%
125010 1,459 45 4%
150010 1,080 e T i
2000 or more g %
Ma cash rent T 2%
Medlan Rent 5745
Soures; DARA

12
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COnly one-quarter of renter-gocupied units are acguired with cash rent under $500. Ome-
hatf pay less Lhan 3750 [or cash rent. Noteworthy is the fluctaation of median gross rent
in Grant. Park over the past 20 yzars. When adjusted for inflalien, the changes in cash
rent are mads more apparznt.  From 1980 to |99, a negative growth in rental rates
gecurred, but in the last decads median gross rent inereased By 29% (Table 1.21),

Table 1.21: Madian Gross Rent for Renter-ocoupled Housing Units
1980 1990 2000

Median Grass Aent iz 5433  $745
Adjusied Median Gross Rent (1880 Dollars) $312 5276 $357
Fercamt Change in Adjustsd Gross Ront -11% 29%
Source: DAPA

In order to anal_}yze the impact of incrzzsed median pross rent it is necessaty 1o evaluaw
Ui cost buden” of renters. Those ouscholds expending more than ¥4 of their income
on housing arc said to be cost burdened in accordunce with HUD definitions. In Granc
Park, 46% of reaters (503} meer or exceeded this threshold (Table 1223, Furlhermon:,
less than on2-quacter {272} pay less than 20% of their household income.

Tabla 1.22: Gross Rentas a
Percentage of Houachold Income {1999) for
Renler-cecupied Housing Units

Total %
Laz= than 10.0 percent 30 %
10.0 10 14.9 percent 115 1%
150 .0 18.9 percent 127 189
2.0 to 24.9 parcant 172 18%
254 ta 299 percent 83 &%
30,010 34.9 percent 114 10%:
35.0 io 30.9 porcant 134 18
40.0 to 499 percent T3 %
S0 PpOreCh’ or morg 182 175%
Hot computadd k] 5%

Souice: S Cenaus

Fvamating the percentage of household irtome expensed for rental-housing is a final step
in iavesugating the availability of afflordable renter-ovcupied housging in Grant Park.
Tablc 1.23 disapgprepates income by the expenditures om rent.

* HUTY 5 detinicion of 2ffnrdability is “Jor 2 houscheld to pay no mozs thar, 30%: afl i airal ivceoe 6
howsing. Famolios who pay moce thag 30% of dede cwegrie Qur lousiog ace considered eost burdened and
may have ditficulty atfording necessites such as [ood, shobing. trangpuriation, amld roedical vae”
s, Ead o
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Two aspects of the stock of
rester-occupied  unils owe
illustratcd n Table |23, the
distribution of incame within
renter-cocupied housing and the
percentage of houschold income
cxpensed for rent. First. slightly
less than 60% (1,237 of wwal
renler-occnpied  units have a
houschold income of lass than
$33.000. Even more »inking,
35% o waal rental units (734}
have an income of less than
$20.000.

Mast revealing are the mcasuics
of alfordability. Utilizing 30%
of tofal income capensed toward
housing as a  beachmark  for
alfordability, all Incoimne
hrackets except the latter have
tcpants  spending over this
threshold, Particularly alarming
are the lower brackels of
lnvome;, 30.7% of renters in
units with hovschold incomes of
less then $10,000 have housing
capenses exceeding 30%, T2.6%:
of renicrs an unita with
household incomes Jess than
$20000 sorpass  this  samc
threshold. ‘Lhe end begins to
docrzase in the mexl income
bracket, less than $35.000, bat it
still rernains that mane than one-
half (56.99%} of this income
group spends preater than 30%
on  homsing. An  cvon
distibuuion of  tenure,  as
demonsirale in Table 1.15, 1s
misleacing, in that al first
imptession it exhibits &
neighborhood  wilh  varied

3T 2003

Tahle 1,23: Houaghold Income in 1999 as Gross Rent
a8 a Percentage of Household Income In 1999

% of Todad . %% of Toalk

Housing Houzabald
Total Unile Inesna’

Total: 2037 100.0%: —-
Lass than 513,000: 402 19.2% 77 A%
Lces than 240 persent ¥ -— 2. %
20 1o 24 peroent K - 1.Fa
23 1o 29 parcent kT L%
3 10 34 percent 12 — 3.0%
35 perzent ot mons 2146 - 3T%
S10,000 o 519 Pua: 332 15 5% dB8.5%
L_ess than &) percant K - 10.2%
20 b 24 parcent 20 - €.0%
26 to 29 percen: Az - 9.6%
30 to 54 percant 23 - G.8%
36 porcent or morg 218 - 55, F %
£201,0000 101 F3, 000 03 240 97 60
Lesz than 20 parcent ]| 18.1%
20 to 24 percent B2 - 16.3%
25 10 2% percent 32 — 0.4%
30 to 54 porcont &0 - 15. 5%
35 parcent or mora 206 - &1.0%
¥35.003 "0 549,509 404 19.3%: 100054
Le=s than 20 percent 106 -— 26.2%
20t 24 percant 105 - 26.0%
25 o 24 parcant T -— 1£.4H%
3010 24 percenl T4 -— 1R.9%
A% parcent or more 47 -- 11.68%
350,003 m0 $74,993 =ty g 13.7% 100.0%
Lezse Ll 20 parcent 157 -— 47, TF
20 o &4 parcent EB - Bl
25 1 29 parcent =1 - L7.4%
30 10 24 percent L -— [(2.0%
35 parcant or marg 12 -— d.2%
$75.00% o irera. 160 3.1% BLAY
Legs than 20 percent 153 -— Y 5%
0 10 P4 parcent B -- 4,744
2E to 59 percent ] - LoO%
30 10 34 percent o -- Mm%
20 percant or mord 1 -— C.0%

Saurca: UE Gensus

heusing aptions and affordability. However, the corrent analysiz clearly presents a sore

} Percentage of Howsehold [noorce wall ool all equal 100% boceuse “Not computed” ws been omited from

e talule.
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[in¢ twned representation of the conditions of affordability. It s apparent that affordable
renter-occupied housing within Grant Park is signilicantly lacking, cspecially among e
lower income brackets.

Table 1.24: ¥alue for All Owner-
__occupisd Houslng Units

Total 1463 %

Less ian $10,000 0 0%
10,000 1o 14,098 0 0%
15,000 to 19,988 0 0%
20,000 to 24 008 5 Q%
25,000 1o 29993 5 0%
30,000 to 54,008 0 0%
35,000 ta 39,999 o 0%
40,000 to 48 098 0 1%
50,000 1o £2 999 48 3%
£0,000 to 59,909 17 1%
F0,000 to 9 004 14 1%
B0,000 to 89,999 67 5%
0,000 to $9.889 - I
100,000 t0 124 9949 77 5%
125,000 t0 149,983 M2 8%
150,000 to 1?4,99?3 128 9%
175,000 to 159,999 208 14%
200,000 to 245 999 521 22%
250,000 to 239 999 2489 17%
300,000 to 339,098 121 8%
£00,000 to 409,999 28 2%
00,000 to 749,903 0 0%
750,000 to 939 993 il
1,000,000 or mare 0 0%
Seearcs! AP A

An analysis of owner-vcsupied housing bmadens the investigation of affordability in
Gramt. Park. (ver one-half of all housing wnits in Grant Purk ure ownet-occupied.
Hewevar, the distribution of valuz is very telling. Less than 2066 of the owner-oocupied
units are valued below $124.999. The majority of the howsing units (33%) in Grant Park
range in value from $175,000 to $299,99% (Table 1.24). This grouping of housing value
could be the resylt genuification, however an analysiz of changes in median home value
will belter articulate this retationship,

Median home valuz has been positively trendsd over the past 20 years, but dramatic
increases have heen seen in the lest decwk:, Wher adjusted tor inflation to 1980 dodlars,
the median home valie has increased by 108% (Table 1.25). This i3 a definize indication
that the pressures of gentrification are changing the character of the housing market in
Grrant Park,
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Table 1.25: Medign Home Yalug for Owher-octupied Housing Linlts
1960 1390 2000

kedian Home Value $33,548 572 800 §199.219
Adiuzted Modian Home Valoe (1980 Dalars) 335,548 545,771 505,329
Fercent Change in Adjusted Value . 38%  108%
Sowrce: DAFA

When this 15 compared to the city of Atlanta and Lhe stzte, as in Tahle 1.26, Grant Park
has a significantly greater ampunt of owner-cecupied hoasing in the value range from
$150,000 to 5299.995; 62% of owner-ovcupied houvsing in Grant Park faiis within this
range, while only 20% is within the range for Atlantz, 23%: for Gzorgia. More stenning
iz that only 27% (402) owner-occupied units are valuzd below $149,990, while 54% of
Atlanta’s bousing units are willan this rnye, and 70% of Geargia's.

Table 1.26: Value for all Owner-occupied Housing Units

o Grani Park % Atlanta  Goorgla
Less than 350,000 20 1% 9% e
50,000 to 598,898 187 13% a5% 34%
$120,000 ta $144,999 195 13% 10% 2674
150,000 to $198,998 238 234 B% 13%
$200,000 to 288 959 570 359% 12% 1044
$300,000 to £495,059 128 10% 15% B%
S50(,000 to 5099 999 i 0% 9% A%
$1.000,000 or more Ly O 3% 0%
NMedian Value === 198,219 5130,600 §111,204]

Bousee: OAFA

The median value [ur Grant Park ($199,219) 15 substanciaily higher than the median
vilues for the city ($130,600) and the state ($111,200), The Lager propenion of high
priced wnit in Grant Park illustraics the eritcal need for affordable housing options within
the neighboerheod.

Conclusim_ls

Grant Purk is a neighborhood in the advanced stages of gentrification. The data hag given
evidence of pressmes ihat have began o shill the demographics of the neighborhood in
teems of populaton, houscholds, and housing units. The following a% conclusions
extracted f1om the data:

»  Grant Park i35 predominawly white noterms of race (53%) with a growing
Hispanic population (40% increase). Population growth is concentrated m the 18
to 64 years of age cohort (78%). and a majority of the populatior are males
(539

+ Pamily houacholds have significantly decreascd, with an increasmg number of
single parent households (38%:).

=  Bluck houscheolds have a significaotly lower median bouseheld incume (345,462
than all other ethnicities. Turthermaore, the black population is dispropomionately
represcnted in poverty among those in poverty. Amang total population by race,
Hispunics have the highest poverty levet {30%).
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« Scven percent (75) of the housing units arc overcrowded.

+ Tenure in Gram Park is majority owner-occupied housing umits (34581, however,
whitz ownership ic dispraportionately higher than all other races,

« Median gross rent und median home value both have significantly increased in the
pasi decade (29% and 108%, respeclively), forther indicating signs of
gentrification and lass of affordable housing within Grant Park.

«  Forty-six percent (46%) ol those in renter-gccupied units are cost burdened.
Further, only 27% of housing values are below $149,999,

Iy
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Policy Recommendarions

Introduction

Genlrificution, as defmed by the Gentrification Task Torce, is “an increase in property
values resulting  from development that often increase economic temsions  and
displucement of low ircome homecwners and renters of all age svoups within the
neighborhood a5 a well as results tn a change in the character of the neighborhood. ™’
Grant Park is a community that his been gentaifying for the last rwo decades. This has
resulted in bolh posilive and negative chznges in the character and composition of the
community. The present mixed income structure of the neighborhood is indicative of the
current stage of gentrification that Las Deen aclueved thus fur. In ooder W prosenve the
mixed income character of the ncighbarheood, some intervention is necessary 1o protect
the interests of low-income houscholds and secure some housing for the low-income
population.  Although pentrilicution for new properly owners in the community is
coonomically rewardimg, the darmages that can be incurred by original mesidents are great.
Thase include displacement, loss of aflordable housing, and the displacement of
sociolopgical communities.

Displacement of low-income and clderly residents who are unable to pay rising property
taxes is a problem associasled with gennilication. The presence of these individuals
within the community 15 important in preserving the pre-existing social communiry.
Elderly houschold faces problems dug to fixed incomes a3 well az an inability to maintain
their property due {0 age-relaled physical impediments ind iliness. Low-income [amilies
face siomlar problems due to lack ot funds tor routine repairs atter taxes on thew property
increasc,  Somc cxpenscs have W0 be climinated, and oficn theas may involve the
matntenance of property. In communities undergoing pentrification, all residents can
enjuy e beoelils of Lax assistance programs, some directly and others indirectly. Low-
income and cldeely houscholds arc able 1o remain o their commuanity while surrounding
preperty values increase.

Currently thore arc fow substantial allordable renral apartment complexes in the Grant
Patk Community. The neighborhood contains 15 multi-family afforduble housing
properties, defined by 4 per unit value of less than 340000, The Dreakdown of the
number of units in each of thesc propertics is as follows: 3 duplexes, 5 quads, nne 8 unjt,
one 10 unit, ang 12 unit, ong 15 wunit, one 18 unit, one 72 unit, and onz #2 umnit,
Combired, there we s total of 203 alfordable housing uets 10 Grant Park, comprising
7.37% of the wial housing nmits.'® "The minimom need for affardable units, as expressed
by the percent of houssholds with household incomes below poverty level, is 17%, more
than twice the existing afforduble housing stock. There are numcreus unils in the
surrpunding area including Grant *ark Apartments, Fulton Cotton Mill, Grant WayfGrant
Place, and the now closed Capitol Homes. Little space within the community boanders
for sy Lype of large-scade luw invome ur ioised-income developoets is avalalle, As o
resalt, increasing the amount of affordable housing in the community will equire the

* Atlauta Oty Ceuncil, “Repout for e Centrificztion Task Fooce " 2001
"™ Inlormation pruvided by Max Creighlon al vie Comminurily Diesiga Cenler,
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preservation of current allordable units as well as providing funding to make home-
ownership feasible for low-income residents.  The redevelopment of existipg mrls in
affordable cental units 15 alse possible throwgh programs ofiered by community
development organizalions who are Cedicated 1w creating housing opporntunities for
peaple of al economic backgrounds.

‘The preservation of the mixed meome character for the comunumily will require the
ioclusion of all members of the community, regardless of income, into the comimunity
planning and visioning process. The participation of renrers is vital in the formaton of a
community voice. Mixed income neighdorhoods include renters by definition bacause
many low-income houwseholds we unable to afford home ownership, which is evidenced
in (rrant Park. Recruiting and encouraging the paracipation of these residents will
biznefit the association. The voice of the low-ineome residents miust be heard in order to
ensure (heir presence in the community, Addilionally, their pardeipation will give themm a
vested interest in the development of the neighborhond and increase their concern with
the conditon and well being of the arca.

Honsing for lew-imcome residents can be preservad through tax exemptiom and reduction
programs and created through an increaged amount of renter occupied vnits. Developing
a subslantial amount of remdal propeties oltem entuls the conslruction of mutli-unit
apertment complexes that require large tracts of land. Unfortunately, large plots of land
ire not available in the Grant Park area.  Additicnally. the current zoning ¢lassifications
for Grant Park limit the neighborhood 1o low dersily ressdentiad, which is defined as 0-8
dwalling nmits per acre. There are two small tracis that are zoned for mediuom density
residential, or 0-19 dwelling per acre, but are prescntly developed.’ This restricts any
new housing development to " ;

single-family homes or small :
multi-family units.
Furthermore, the Zoning
regu.ations for the Grant Park
Histonc District clearly
articulate that this type of
housing is not permitted in the
commuaity. ‘Tha intent of the
creation of this overlay distriet
specifically is “to promote the
cdugatiomal, coltural, cconomic
and gereml welfure of the city
by preserving the district’'s
arcaitechural integriny, '

streetscape paltemn and culwaral heritage.”’*  Furihermore, the historic character of the
neighhorhaod is described W be characlenized by single-family homes in which all new
development must be compatible hoth in design and size. Clearly, moeld-urit aparniments
coraplexes do not fit in with the Jate 197 and carly 20" century layowt and architectural

L ity of Atlanta, ML W 15 Year Land Use Ulan,” 2004 Compreftenyive Development Plan.
1z City of Atlaota, “Grant Park Histore Disiret Regolatons,” Cade af Ordinanees, Soc, 16-208.001
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desivm of the neighbuthoud. Despile thase seemingly exclusionany clauses however, one
ot the goals incloded mn the statement of inient 13 “lo cncourage economic development
and a vardety of housing oppotlunities; foster neighborhood revitalization, and discouraze
displacement of residents.”™’ The creation of a varicty of housing opportunities for
multiple 1income levels will, in sccordance with the zoning ordinance, be facilitated
primarily Lhrough the redevelopment and rehobilitation of the existing detertorating
housing stock. This will allow (or the preservition of the mixed income and historic
character of the community. The involverent of community developmen: corporations
and non-prefits will allow far the rehabilitation of high-guality aftordable housing for
low-incoms individuals. This development will be compatible with the existing street
and lot patterng as well as architectural stvle of Granl Park beeauss it is using the cxisting
stock. The community will also benetfit from the invelvement of such organizations
because of the overall improvement of the hovsing stock in the atea, both visually and
structurally, resuling in incredsed properly valves and community pode.

Tax Assivtance Programs

Homestead Exermption

4 homestead exemption isa reduction in homeowners' property taxes if the
properly 15 & rimary residence. This exemption is aulomaically renewed cuch
yedr 45 long as the homcowner continnously occupies the fiome.  Effective
January 1%, 2003 this exemption has been extendad to elderly property owners
who are 65 yeas or older and have an aonnual meeme of $39,000 or less, The
excmption is cqual to the increased value of the property each yvear. Esscntially
the value of the residentinl property is frozen based on the previous year's value.
Thiz is the value on which raxes are paid until the resident ceases to occopy the
housing unit. Oilen, low-income, clderly, and dizsabled propeoy owners find
themzelves unable to kesp up with nsing property values that result when o
neiphborbood beging o pemirify and are forced o sell their property. Community
suppart for an extension of this exemprion to low-income property owners would
allow theace rezidents to remain 1 the neighborhood despite the tnerease in thear
property tzxes. The presemce of the original members of the Grant Park
neighborhood in the comumenity is umportant in preserving the existng social
labric.

Exemption Applicarions
Providing community access to these applications and supportive services to
assist m the completuon of the forms i3 important to cnsure all eligible paries arc
given he oppodunity (o agply for the exemption. Some low-income residential
awners have not applied for this tax. This may be due to the complaxity of the
stubject marter or lack of awarencas of the exemption. Many semiors may neecd
iransporiation W0 the Folion County Service centar locations where applications
are filed. The Grant Park Neighborhood Association can work to cieate

13 Jhid, Sue.La-20%.001

20



Freserving the Mixed Income Character of Grant Park B TE2003

awarcness of the program 1hrough vadous resource tools, such as the Porch Press
and the GFNA web site, as well as assisting in the apphcation process.

Tax Payment Proprams

Providing an opportunity for low-income residents to pay delinguenl laxes on
their owner-occupmed residence over time would allow residents to remain in their
homes while paying laxes over a leasible time frume. Rising propetty taxes
coupled with the complexity of the tax exsmplion prugrums increascs the
linanecial burden on lew-income homeowners substantially, leading in many cases
to an inability to pay the taxes on'thelr property. The development of a program
at the county of conmnanily level that allows Tor the repaymenl of these
delimiuent taxes according to a schedule of payments would allow for low-
income individuals to maintain regidency in the community, prescrving the mixed
income character,

Neighborhood Genfrification Counseling
Advise low tncome and elderly residents regarding the short and Tong term effects
of gentrification on property values and 1axes, Coungcling in this area includes
informing residents on gentrification as well as information on eligibility for tax
cxempiion and tax ceduction programs and the corcepts of mixed income
housing.

Fredatory Loen Counseling
Support nonprofit agencies thar provids counseling on payment of property taxes,
homeownership, and foreclosure prevention.

Ailanra Legal Aid Seciery

This arganiFation provides iree legal aid to low-income individuals in civil {non-
crimunal) eases. Effzctive in regsolving landlord tenant disputes, eviction watrrants,
landlord repairmuinienance issues, 25 well a8 cuses involving (raued awainst
aomenwners and posaible foreclosuras, legal aid can provide assistance o ow-
income residents im Grant Park regarding tax assistance programs and loan
counseling.

Ceorgia Liow Center on Homelessness amd Poverty

Providing free civil legal services w homeless people snd  non-profil
otrganizations, this group can assist those low-income indrviduals seeking
representation on matiers of public housing and housing subsidics. Additionally,
lepal oid and informution can be provided w non-profil alundable howsing
developers and other organizations seekinpg to provide service and increase
housing opportunitics to disadvantaged groups.

Community Development Corporations and Nonprofits

Frozressive Redavelopmen:
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FRI is involved with both new comstrnction and fall-scale rehahilitation projects
in affordable housing. The neads of esch low-income household is different, and
FRI has responded with a vanety of opttons for these individuals [rom single
rooin occupancy umils 1o single family homes. This range of experience has also
provided the organization wilh the ability to assemble multi-layered and complex
financial packages, facilitating assistance o nuroerous low-incume individoals in
a variety of sitnationz.  Additionally, this crganization provides supperlive
services that assist low-income residents in becoming stukeholders in their
community, The group's prmery soclal service asress in their residential
dzvelopment division are special needs, life encichment, and community building.
Iroviding a halistic approach to the affordable bousing shortage ensures the
success of PRI projects. The provision of affurdable housing aleme does nut
address many of the issues that low-ncome individuals face. Elderiy households
m particular have special needs that standurd affordable housing may not solve.
The involvement of low-incame residents and elderly rasidents in the community
decisivo-naking process 15 vital in the preservation of a mixed income area, The
involvement of these people in Lhe Gram Park Neighborhood Association would
be @ valuable experience for both the individuals and the community. The
Association will be better able to serve and formulate goals for the commimity
thrngh the involvament of all neighborhood residenss.'*

Cooperative Resource Cenrer
Stubilizing neighborhoods and  strongthoning communitics  through  the
development of high-quality affordable housing is the goal of the CRC. Forming
partnerships  with  individuals, comnmnities, financiers, comtractors, and
gavernment entities allows for the CRU 1o conrdinate resources in order to meet
the goals of the residents.
CRC 15 also expenvnced 1n
construction o special
needs housing and
renpvation. The needs of
the eldorly residems of
Grant Pork require
particular actention. The
amerities required in such
housing may be overlooked
i stundard  alTordable
: - housing, however, thoso
esidenls comprise a large prnpnrtmn of the populadon in Grant Park that needs
dzeent affordable housing due 1o their fized income status and desire (o ernsin in
a community they sre familiar with and a viial part of its fabuic. Preserving the
existing social fabme of Grant Park will require housing assistance for low-
income elderly. Additionally, renovation of the existing housing stock is process
that has already begun in Granl Park by nzwer residents who have moved into the

' vww prihousing orgfdeparients hm
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community. The continuation of this process 15 inevitable and in order tor low-
income residents to remeain, they must have tinancial assistancs in renovating their
housing. The ability Lo remain in their current residence ws well improve Lhe
yuality of their housing will bencfit the houschold az well 25 the community.
There arc a number of cxisting properties in Grant Pack that could be tenovated
under this prograr, allowing for the expansiom ol allmelive, high-guabity,
alfordable hovusing without having In undertake a major construcion or
redevelapment project.  CRC also works to locate and secure existing structures
that can be renovated ot recreated to betier serve the needs ol the communily, 1
The wtilization of such existing structures is cost efficient and also preserves
buildings that arc part of the stuctural or hisleric makewp of the community,
using the apge and character of the building to creute unigue yel [unclional
housing.

Habiat for Humantty

Havitat for Humanity, a non-profil ecumenical housing mimistry, 15 an
organization dedicated to creating homcowners through an interactive partnership
with the cormmunity, In return for their “sweul equily,” participation in the
construction of their home and olher arca Habitat homes, homeowiers receive an
interest free mortgage an their new property. This provides low-income families
with home nwnership opportunities while also strengthening community bonds
and improving the neighborhood housing stuck. A solution to the lack of decent
affordablz housing while encouraging homeownership, Habvlat 15 a feasible and
ideal proagram for the Grant Park neighborhood. The style and size of homes
constructad by Habitat is in compliance with the neighborhood because of the
small lot sizes and lack of larpe plots of land tor allcmative affrrdable housing
projects.  Additionally, the Atlanta Habitat office is located m the Grant Park
community, making this a highly accessible resource,

Tn the past ten vears labitat has sponsored the construction of ten homes in Grant
Park, the last of which was completed in 199%. The successes of these projects
are proof that & conlinued dedication to construction of owner-pecupied hnmmg
will benefit hoth low-income individvals and the community s a whole.™

However, it is also important to recognize that ne Habitat homes have bezn built
in Grant Park since 1999, prior to this date the organization averaged two homes
per year. This interruption in the construction of homes may be uttribuicd o the
increasing cost of property. Habitul boilds homes on property that is donated o

them or they arz able (o purchase for a very low prce. The lack of availability ot
such parcels indicates the riging property values and increasing necd for
affordable opticns.

Urban Residential Develapment Corporation

This organization serves ta contribute to the amount of decent, affordable housing
through facilitating public-privatle partnecships.  Through the development of

W w CODperat Yeresnurcecenier. org/rssion-history imi
"y atlanta hasitt.onghome
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thcse relationships at both the individual end community level, acquisitien of
property for the development of both rental and owner-occupied housing becomes
possilite for low and moderare-ncome individeals, Working with the Atlaniz
llousing Authority, lending mstitntions, and private investors and development
firms allows for the URDC (o utlize o . g ;
NUMETULS TesOUTCes Creating a joint effort in
the city in creating atfordable housing. The
scope of the URDC includes identifying
acguisilion Opportunities, Creating
development prospects, negolialing  with
landiords, builders, architects, engineers and
contrzclors and creating a proposals ta be
approved by the Board of Dimcctorz [or
implementation. The URDC also focuses
on the integration of affordable hounsing
unity  for  low-income  residents  Into
wealthisr commrnities, creating mixed
income neighborhoods. Grant Park’s goal
to retain its mixed income charscter can
benefit from the involvement of such an
organization that iz able 1o ferm
partnerships with multiple organizations
and merge resonrces for the henstit of both SN . L
the individual low-income homeowners and the l:-:lmmumt],' oS i Whﬂlﬂ URDC
alse stives o obtain financing and build affordable hoosing which is maost
appropriate far the arca, an important issue in Grant Park, where historic
preservation is a priority for the community and architecturz style and relwion o
existing housing is essential.'

Community Housing Resource Cenler
This organtzation receives a vne million dollar grant each year from the city to
provide scovices to primarily elderly home-owners in necd of major home repairs.
Created to provide a connzction betwesn community froups and orpganizations
and the resources available 1o them, the CHRC has evalved to primarily focusing
on eméergency housing repairs tor the low-income ¢lderly houscholds. Located in
Granl Park, the CHRC is a resource thal remains largely vmtapped by the local
community. Frolessional contractors complete vital home repair projects
imcluding roof, furnace, pipe and clectmie repairs that make homes safe and decent
places 10 live while also complementing surrounding infill and rehabilitadon
efforts. Tmproving the housing sicck not only benefits the homeowner, but also
the swrounding neighborhood, aliowing the communicy to take podc in the
appearance of their neighborhood, as well as incredsing property values.
Providing these vital services 1o home-owners who would ctherwise be unahie w
complete or afford such repars also preserves the commuonity social fabric by
allowing clderly homes-owmers to mainlain residency despite the costs of

”wil.'\_l..;._urn:lc.nr mission.hiro



Tressrving the Mixed Income Charsster of {tant L'ark AN TI2003

Fomcownership,.  CHRC also provides Housing Councilors who identify these
kousing problems as symptoms of larger issues such as isolation or depression.
Reconncoling these residents with 1he community through cxisting networks such
as the (3’NA, benefits both the individwal as well as the strength of the
COMmLnity,

City of Atlanta 'rograms

Legislation is curently being drafted to allow individual cligihility for the CHIP
and CDB( programs, giving residents contral aver their housing options and
cxpanding accessibility to the program o groups snd individuals who wre often
overlooked or ignored by Lhe Commuonity Housing Development Urganization
{CHDO). A this time, funds are distributed to CHDOs and then used at the
community level. The size of the community and lack of availsble land for
development makes distdbutton of funds at the indivical level much more
efficient and chjachive.

Conwrunity Development Block Grunt Programs (CIWR(F)
The CDBG propram provides tunding for programs at the community level that
benefit low and moderate-income residents. Funding can be used for numerous
sctivitizs including public facilities, housing improvement projccts, social service
buildings, and economic development projecis. In Grant Park funding could be
concentrated on housing improyement projects.

Cormmunity HOME Investment Program (UHIF)

This program i3 similer to and can be used in cenjunction with the CDBG
program, but funding provided under HOME must be used for developmenl. that
resully in the production, acquisition, or rehabilitation of affordable housing. The
units that are constructed are safe, decent units that can be occupied by ¢ligible
homebueyers, homeowners, or tenants. In Grant Park these (unds condd be nsed teo
rehabilitate the eaisting deteriorating housing stock through numcrous financing
techmigques including rehabilitation Joans, “soft loans” and development subsidies,
construction lending, loan guarantess, refinancing, and permanenl mortpage
tefinuncing,  Applicalion of this program will increase the amount and improve
the quality of the affordable housing stock in the Grant Park community.

Housing Enierprise Zones

Housing Enterprise Zones arc used to €ncourage economic development and
revitalize distressed communities. They reyuirs thal tax abatement subsidies
issued by the City under Lhis prograni incorporate a development minimum ol
33% of affordsble housing units.  This program would be beneficial for Grant
Park in their attempl 10 preserve a mixed-income compasiiion, bevause, as
defined by the city of Atlinty, 33% of housing onits in a mixed income
commuonity must he affordable.

Tax Miocarion Disirices
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‘Ihis program creatcs @ minimum requirement of 33% of affordable houstag unils
to receive [ax increment {inancing. The provision of tax expenditures for
affordable housing subsidies allows tor the city to support znd maintain a
minimum threshold of affordsble housing units.  Tavolvement in Lhis program
could supplement the exisiing affordable housing stock in the community and
assist in the prescrvation of the mixcd-ncome character of Gramt Park while
contriboting to the nurmber affordable housing urmits within the city.

Department of Communily A [Tairs Programs

Bownd Allocation Frogram

This plan uses private-activity mortgage revenue bomnds for single-family
mortgages and rmalti-family housing development bonds. Single-family proposals
st *demonstrate the aiility to tum sllocations into cost-elfective martgages for
first time low and moderate income home buyers™® Multi-family projects must
sel aside a certain percentage of units for low to moderate income residents. ‘The
application of this program, which provides long-term, low-intcrest rate financing,
in Grant Park could facilitate the development of small muli-family mixed
income projects and assist low-income families in home-ownership,

Hausing Tax Crediy Program

Federal tax credits for owners of rental properties which reserve all or a portion of
their onits for low ar very Iow-income residents. Although this program cennol
be used for detached, single family homes, Grant Park may scili find the program
helpful in creating small multi-family projects containing hoth market rate and

allordabte hnusing,m
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